


REASONS FOR VARIATIONS FROM PHASE I METHODOLOGY

The above described methodology varies somewhat from that used in Phase
infor·khe following reasons:

I . .

1. Natural resource lands do not have significant resident population
or~employees but rather attract users which are not counted or
measured.

2. The use of natural resource lands is highly seasonal rather than
full-time as is the case with Phase II properties.

3. Most natural resource lands are located in rural areas where minimal
pub~ic services are provided by local governments.

4. Much more data is available related to facility use and municipal
serVices than was available for rural natural resource lands. In
the case of natural resource lands, little data was available re­
garding either intensity or use of services provided directly to
the ~htural resource land.

5. Several different types of State land uses involving intense use
are being investigated in Phase II. These facilities are located
in cities of extremely varying sizes rather than in rural areas.
The number of each type of institution is small but their sizes
vary considerably. Thus, their differences may be greater than
their similarities.

6. These facilities are not concentrated in certain areas of the State
as ~as the case with natural resource lands. There are no cities
that have :a11 of these State 1and uses represented that cou 1d be
used for anTndepth study.

7. Considerable time was spent in local data collection in the Phase
I pilot ~tudies. Local data collection efforts must be limited
in Phase II due to the number of facility types being investigated
and the time frame of the study.

The proposed methodology is based on that used in Phase I and will ask
essentially the same questions regarding service demands and tax revenues.
If it can be utilized to clarify findings in Phase I (which may not
be possible due to the above reasons), the methodology could be tested
for selected natural resource lands upon the recommendation of the joint
committee.
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Minnesota Public Lands Impact Study -- Phase 2
Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources
in cooperation with the
Tax Study Commission and Barton·Aschman Associates, Inc.

WORKING PAPER F.l
STUDY CONCLUSIONS AND

PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS

This working paper is a technical memorandum intended to organize .and. docllment
in detail all technical information in an evolving compilation of refer,e:nce materials
for use by those individuals from State, county and local governrii&htal',agencies.
Due to the short time frame of the study and the lack of ,rela-oily ''a:yailable
information, these data may not be completely accurate or comprehensive. As new
data become available, additional working papers will be prepared .. or, if
appropriate, errata sheets will be inserted into the study notebook~,:rrhese papers in
total will eventually form the data base from which a draft report w'ill be prepared.
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Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources
in cooperation with the
Tax Study Commission and Barton·Aschman Associates, Inc.

MEMORANDUM TO: Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources
Tax Study Commission

FROM: Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc.

DATE: May 23, 1978

SUBJECT: STUDY CONCLUSIONS AND PROPOSED
RECOMMENDATIONS
REFERENCE NO. F.1

The research undertaken during Phases 1 and 2 of the Public Lands Impact Study
focused on issues related to: (1) the amount, use, and distribution of State lands,
(2) their pUblic service demands and costs, (3) factors compensating for these costs,
(4) pUblic land record keeping procedures and land classifications, and (5) options
and principles related to potential State compensation for public land impacts.
This working paper presents the principal conclusions, and proposed
recommendations, of the Minnesota Public Lands Impact Study.

The conclusions and proposed recommendations of the Public Lands Impact Study
focus on the issue of whether or not compensation, in whatever form, should be
made by the State to local units of government as a result of State lands and
facilities being present within the jurisdiction. To view these conclusions and
recommendations in their proper context, it is important to. have a clear
understanding of:

1. The different philosophical schools of thought regarding compensation for
public lands.

2. The approach used in this study to identify and quantify costs and benefits.

Philosophical Schools of Thought Regarding Compensation for Public Lands.. It is
important to recognize that different individuals have different points of view, and
strongly held opinions, about the issue of compensation for public lands.
Compensation for public lands is, and will continue to be, a highly controversial'
issue. Readers will bring their own philosophical viewpoints to a review of this
report and can find the data necessary to support that school of thought in the
study documentation. There are at least four major schools of thought with respect
to the necessity and desirability of providing compensation to local units of
government for State lands and facilities. These include the following:
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;1. . NO' comp€n1sation should be provided because State lands and facilities provide
a legitimate and necessary public purpose which is unique among properties.

2. Compensation should be provided and should relate to land value and local tax
rate because State lands would generate property tax revenue if privately held.
Local governments must rely primarily on the property tax when producing
local revenues, and State ownership affects the local government's ability to

~>:,$r::p'rQduce\its dWfl'revenue.
( .~-: • ~ A ..

a·..... eCd}llJ?ensation should be provided but should relate only to net tax revenue lost
'kJ because State aid formulae are based in part on compensation for the
',~ }t\~l>erce:i:Vedloss of tax revenue caused by tax-exempt properties.
-~. 7': I~ .~

. <b:ompensation, if made, should relate to the net costs of services because,
1, ; ~)I.~." whtle State lands generate local service costs and are not subject to property
", . :t~e's,' several direct and indirect forms of compensation or benefit fUlly or

: :::.. ,",p~ti@'y oJf.~et the cost of service.
; \ :~-,' :\ ....

=~ The:;. D'~giS-la'ture directed the examination of the impacts of public lands and
('facilities"'on 'a cost-benefit basis. This report is the culmination of that effort. The
cost-benefit approach (#4 above) was used because it is the most comprehensive
approach and, therefore, encompasses the necessary information for all

"philosophical approaches.

Study Approach. The Public Lands Impact Study, and the following conclusions and
proposed recommendations, was based on a cost-benefit philosophy (#4 above). The
principal purpose of the study was to identify, and where possible quantify, the full
range of service costs and economic benefits attributable to selected State lands
and facilities and thereby aS3ess the net effects on the operation of selected local

~::Ufiits o,fc~government. This study is one of the first to be completed which takes
.... sueh. a,f<!omprehensive approach to analyzing the complex issues and impacts
associated with pUblic land ownership.

~lPr(jper.ty'taxes (and other forms of taxation) are not directly related to the services
provided to that property or person, but taxation is the principal means of
producing public revenue. As such, it is extremely difficult to directly compare

> governrhental costs' and revenues when attributing both to a given landholding. This
, relationship wa.s attempted in the study and is, in fact, the basis on which the cost­
. benefit conclusions are drawn. The approach may be open to some skepticism
because it varies so much from the way existing revenues and aids are determined
and must be based on several important assumptions or hypotheses. The

,11ssl:unptions used, the data sources utilized, and the alternatives considered are
carefully documented in the background reports and work papers for those readers
who wish additional information on methodology.

:"'L ~\ '.

(Natur.aI!' resource· lands (Phase 1) and institutional/administrative properties (Phase
II), were analyzed separately, and somewhat differently. The costs and benefits
attributable to institutional and administrative properties are more rigorously

~. tIuahtified than'those for natural resource lands. This occurred for several reasons
inclUding: (1) the desire of LCMR/TSC to see Phase II go further in quantification
than did Phase I, and (2) the lack of readily available data for natural resource
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lands. Other reasons are documented in the Phase II backgroun.9c~por·t.~/ This
variation in approach does not, and should not, invalidate the ·PJjase·']., Jipdings
regarding natural resource lands. It is the general findings in both phase's, not the
estimated dollar amounts in Phase II, which are most defensible. .;...:,.,~. ;:,. "j";O

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS
Lc J.(..

As indicated above and in the previous chapter, individual legis'la:tol"§::J,mij,sk~make

their decisions on compensation for State lands taking into consideration <t, many
important philosophical and political factors. Without question rth~~~i~l~::a'{lumQer

of persuasive considerations supporting either the discontinuation Jjr""iimi.:iiiiSation
or the expansion of compensation. However, it has been the charg.~ bft.timis~~t~dy to
reach conclusions, and make recommendations, strictly on the basis of the cost­
benefit research findings. The research conducted during the Puplic·hAno~:Imp~t

Study has identified a number of overriding factors wI1Tc'f{":QeserVer"'special
consideration. It is the stud's rinci al conClusion, therefore, that· co. · ..~ation
for State lands is warranted and does exit in some cases ,~and .i'th-eH@l'·QPosed
recommendations presented in the latter part of this working paper are based on
this conclusion. Additionally, a number of other recommendati0ns:I,a'he;~~rOr;>.1)s-ed

addressing problems associated with the existing system of compensatiofl2fQrHS:~a.:te

lands and related issues of pUblic land impacts. 'j .,;, :- ~~.,;'<!

1\'" - fJ r·.r '. i~f t'-t{~!~

The principal conclusions of the Public Lands Impact Study are,' listed .{Q-elow;1<in
summary statements. Supporting documentation is presented in the draft Summary
Report, the background reports for Phases I and II, and the working::papers ,Q/. ltbe
study• ":·-":","~:··~~~'~l?:~~:--'·-:'=-~.~'

State Land Ownership "'. "'{,:..
(' . hn.E·

1. The State is a very large landowner, holding title to about ,1 7 pece,eat Qfi!t.be
State's land area. As a sovereign unit of government, theSta'te:';is(oot, subje.et
to local regulations and plans except at the State's discretion.:':, I '''~·.,,;:;c:, '.

(see p. 15-18 Phase I Background Report, p. 2-1 - 2-13 ;;;P:hase: .• n:,~;draft
Background Report, p. 7-14 draft Summary Report) ., .~' 'i:, (,'

f~} t. ~.~~j ~t :i~~ :'; ~I~.~j ~t}(Yl1.f1

2. The distribution of State lands and facilities is not uniform;~~th.atr1'ia:'\·t;.tb.e

amount of State land and its uses vary widely among JlocalN eomrounlmes.
Many factors not related to equal distribution have detet:mined~~the It1cation
of State lands and facilities. "H?" . 'F';'

::, l:~;) ::; i: I' .8.

(see p. 16-22 Phase I Background Report, p. 2-13 -; 2-'18.;jtPhaset:'Pi;~t

Background Report, p. 7-18 draft Summary Report) ,·ri:'~Y'.(", < '(,:'::
. ':; ~ i rt 2': \1"1 '.Jf~'

3. The primary purpose of State lands and facilities is to provide a statewide
service. While local residents may benefit from some;'·Sta:-tejdaei]j:t:~e.SLMd

lands, residents living throughout the State also benefit. " '\;"·~n."·~:"!

J'.iS.' t',IX;,
(see p. 19-21 Phase I Background Report, p. 2-12 - 2-2'0/.: Phase"]I '"'drJU't
Background Report, p. 11-18 draft Summary Report) .. ,! 'f!'Jf:'{
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Sta.te:Land Records and Management Policies

4. State land records, land classifications and land management policies have
developed incrementally over a long period of time. This has led to

: .,,' considerable confusion and misunderstanding and has resulted in
'uncoordinated and inconsistent actions among the managing agencies•

. (see p. 19-23, 27-34 Phase I Background Report, p. 2-18 - 2-24, 3-1 - 3-8
'Phase IT draft Background Report, p. 3-14 draft Summary Report)

15.~·' 'Ther~ are a number of legislative acts, and administrative and procedural
In~onsisten'cies, related to tax-forfeited lands which need to be addressed

, yr" specifically.

(see,p. ~3-26 Phase I Background Report, Phase I Work Paper D.5)

Costs and Benefits of State Lands

f-

7.

State lands and facilities typically receive direct local services with minimal
di'rect I' compensation for police, fire, roads, and sometimes transit and

.'parRing~

(see p. 65-78 Phase I Background Report, p. 6-29 - 6-41 Phase II Background
Report, p. 28-43 Summary Report)

Many State facilities receive public utility services. The State usually pays
standard non-residential fees for these services.

. (see p. 65-78 Phase I Background Report, p. 6-29 - 6-41 Phase II Background
Report, p. 28-43 Summary Report)

8. The~·people (i.e., employees, visitors, patients, inmates and students)
associated with these lands and facilities require a range of public services,
and generate revenues which partially or fully offset the cost of these
services.

,"(see p.' 65-78 Phase I Background Report, p. 6-29 - 6-41 Phase II Background
Report; p~' 28-43 Summary Report)

9. Except in very limited circumstances, State lands and facilities are not
subject to property taxes. If these lands were subject to even limited
taxation, the burden of local taxes would be redistributed resulting in
decreased mill rates.

(see p. 87-98 Phase I Background Report, p. 6-22 - 6-23 Phase II Background
-Report, p. 44-50 Summary Report)

10. Several factors serve to offset the costs of services to State lands and
facilities including direct payments, indirect State aids, increased property
taxes through increased business volume and population, a generally improved
local economy, and other intangible benefits.
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(see p. 65-86 Phase I Background Report, p. 6-5 - 6-28, 6-45 - 6-~9.l?ha8e ~~

Background Report, p. 51-80 draft Summary Report)
, ..

11. The specific costs of services and revenues generated could not be~pm.pletelY
quantified for natural resource lands. It appears that the costs of $~rvices to
these lands would typically exceed revenues in both counties anq, townships
since direct compensation is very limited. .. .

(see p. 65-86 Phase I Background Report, p. 51-80 draft Sum.~ary,R~po~t)

12. Municipal service costs attributed to State institutions excee,9~.O r~Yte!lues ,in
7 of 8 test cases. County service costs attributed to ~~a~~.. :~n~s:ti;tutions
exceeded revenues in 5 of 8 test cases. Revenues exceeded schoQL<f.istrict
costs attributable to State institutions in 6 of 8 test cases. . .'. . '" .',

(see p. 6-45 - 6-59 Phase II draft Background Report, p. 51-80 ch-aft'~~~mary
Report) . ~ [rd .. ;,:. ,

, .- .",.-o'l"""., ..,,. _.~ \<l"J"I"

13. The absolute value of impacts (both positive and negative) is direc}lYj~elat~d

to the amount of activity generated by the State land· or· fa~iJiI\Y" For
example, a university with a large student population will ,ere~t~ ··larger
impacts than a university with a small student body. -

(see p. 65-86 Phase I Background Report, p. 6-45 - 6-59 Ph~sen draft
Background Report, p. 69-89 draft Summary Report)

14. The relative degree of impact is a function of the size or activity level of the
State land or facility in relation to the size or activity level of the
community. That is, a large facility in a small community more ~~gn~icantly

affects that community than a small facility in a large community~,."~~\

(see p. 65-86 Phase I Background Report, p. 6-45 - 6-~ ..9.PQase. IJ draftt
Background Report, p. 69-89 draft Summary Report) . ,

15. The absolute cost of providing public services is influenced by,>a n4m'ber of
factors including quality of service, volume of service, local construction
costs, availability of materials. These variations in the cost 'of' provi,slJng local
services are also reflected in the absolute service costs a:ttI:ib\l~~~'tp State
lands and facili ties. .

. . ~-

(see p. 65-78 Phase I Background Report, p. 6-29 - 6-41· P~ase II draf't
Background Report, p. 28-43 draft Summary Report) ' .. , .

.. ,. ~ ):'t. ~

16. It is the ultimate use of State lands and facilities, not the method of
acquisition (for example, direct purchase or a federal trust g,raI!~), which
determines long term cost-benefit impacts. However,. the, reIlJ~yal of
previously private property from the tax rolls does produce an initial and
visible reduction in the local property tax base.

(see p. 65-78 Phase I Background Report, p. 69-89 draft Summary Report)
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Compensation Systems

,J1._-,;:, ~;:.PReYJou~_, ~egisla tive actions have periodically recognized the need to
··",::>.::,.:~().rrip'e~sa.~~ for the impacts of public land ownership. The existing
. ~> ~,~.~: :90,m:Qensation system was developed over a long period of time in response to

-Spe~ifie legislative objectives and local needs. Viewed in total, the current
'"' .. 'system of compensation does not uniformly reflect the costs and benefits of

:'i "all State'lands and facili ties.

(see po 37-50 Phase I Background Report, p. 4-1 - 4-11 Phase II draft
Backgro~ndReport, p. 52-58 draft Summary Report)

n_, -. ,~:-' ..~ • '; ~

1 iSt": ,":,: While the State provides many forms of compensation for public land impacts
though direct payments, indirect aids, and economic benefits; most local
officials are generally unaware of these efforts.

, .:~ (Supported by responses of local officials in pilot areas compared to data
'> eollected 'from various State agencies)

.... J -

190 The existing system of compensation does not encourage good State land
management, acquisition and disposition policies. The system does little to

,", ~~iL,;" '.~.!l~op.rage". for example, the consolidation of "patchwork" land ownership
~, ,:: .._.' Q!lt~~rns or the disposal of scattered parcels serving little or no State

purpose. In addition, the current emphasis on shared revenues may create
pressures to manage State land for revenue generation without regard for

" other State objectives such as resource preservation.

(see p. 37-50 Phase I Background Report, p. 4-1 - 4-11, 2-18 - 2-24 Phase II
.. "-"'-',' draf! ,Background Report, p. 51-58 draft Summary Report)

i '. i , • .'

,~O.; ; Any' compensation system should be easy to administer and based on readily
. -,:,' .:. available aild uniform data•

.. (see,p. 99-107 Phase I Background Report, p. 81-86 draft Summary Report)

PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS

:/ffle- prop'Osedrecommendations to the Legislature contained in this work paper are
'~fourided"on"tbeevaluation of the cost-benefit impacts of State and federal lands on
'local' units of g.overnment and an assessment of the options available to mitigate

(,tho$e impacts" The proposed recommendations are based on the conclusions
.~previouslyreported and represent an amalgamation of the most appropriate options
··'previously-"described. They attempt to specifically reflect the service demands of

State lands and their uneven distribution in the State as well as their overall
economic impacts; and to address, as required in the work program, "equity, fiscal
impacts, and administrative considerations." The proposed recommendations are
grouped into three categories: (1) recommendations related to State land records
and" land .. , management, (2) recommendations related to specific types of

~,,:c'ompensation, and (3) recommendations regarding principles of compensation,
'whatever its form.
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State Land Records and Management

1. The State Legislature should require all State agencies who are owners, 'or
managers of ~roperty to prepare a comprehensive aCquisition/disposition/­
leasing policy Including implementation mechansims which support: the public
purposes to be achieved. Present practices and policies vary. widely'~, ,Limited
incentives exist for consolidating properties, disposing of properties, or
leasing of properties. Such policies should consider the following ele.ments:

a. Disposal of all non-essential State properties.
;:-','.: "", ~

b. Consolidation of landholdings in accordance with acquisition/manage­
ment plans to eliminate the current patchwork of ownership, '.especially
that of natural resource landholdings. ~.,'

c. Leasing of all facilities which can be provided privately except those
which provide a unique service such as a hospital ,or m.aintenance
facility; require unique design such as the State Capitolphave' unique
security requirements; require unique identification; or cannot be
provided by the private sector. r

. - ~ . -

2. The State Legislature should require the governor to establish a',consolidated
State property land use management policy and a means for~ 'arbitrating
interagency disputes. . i ... , ~.

3. The State Legislature should require the Department of -Administration to
establish a common format for all property records relating to geographical
coding and key identifying data to be used by all State agencies and county
assessors to facilitate record compatibility and enable the centralization of
certain records. The purpose of this recommendation is not to establish a
State centralized property record keeping system. Each individual'·, agenc:y
and property manager will continue to have special requirements and data
needs. However, the current fragmented record keeping system prohibits a
consolidated statewide evaluation of properties. Procedural r.equirements
should also include update procedures and requirements.

4. The State Legislature should initiate actions to simplify the classifications of
natural resource lands, including sponsoring constitutionalamendments'Tas
necessary. The existing payments system and other legislative considerations
require record keeping on the basis of acquisition methods aSi well' as :land
management factors. Since these two approaches overlap for·all1andsf,dand
designations have become confusing. The elimination of these: requirements,
especially those related to trust lands, would simplify land 'records consider-
ably. t, '"

Types of Compensation • J f ,'" t'\. ,"

5. The State Legislature should adopt a comprehensive system of direct"c'ash
payments on a per acre basis for natural resource lands to replace-:(_the
existing patchwork system of payments. This approach is recommended'over
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,~the existing system because it: (a) is highly visible, (b) is easy to administer,
, 'c;' .~;i'c);permits localities to better manage budgets, and (d) encompasses all
'. ~-?- ·····:~l~ndholdings,·.not just those that produce revenues or were acquired from

:,.pp.iy~te owners. The uneven distribution of natural resource properties within
~. ".!:~ ~he ;'State supports payments which provide equity for the areas with

."l~jgtlifi~ant acreage and activities occurring within their jurisdictions. While
~! :"' ·jt .w[)N-ld be. desirable to relate payments to activity level (since this is the
,)~, j' _'c..l.p'rima!-'y determinant of service demand) rather than acreage, this may not be
_. ;. ,,', po~s~ble qecause of the vast and dispersed holdings in the natural resource
.,. '<\ '; 1~I}ds category, and because definitive data on activity is not readily

available. Therefore, it is recommended that a foundation aid be established
on the basis of a flat per acre amount. This flat per acre rate should be

eli;:;! ','" gcr.eat_~~ for:;.

a. Those properties which are known to attract a very large number of
users. This multiplier should be developed from consistent and reliable
data. One data source is State park user days. Another possible source
would be to provide a check-off on hunting and fishing licenses which
indi~~tes the county where the principal activity is to occur. These use
indicators could .then be calibrated through a periodic sample of actual
activity occurrences with the amount of compensation increasing as
activity levels increase.

'; b•.

, .'

Those areas with a very large percentage of the jurisdiction's land in
State ownership. This should be keyed toward State ownership, not
total 'public ownership, since the State should not be involved in
subsidizing decisions of other units of government in the establishment

.;of .ta~'7'exempt properties.

~! J '

; ,-~,:c';'~r; :Thosecareas with very high unit of service costs.
,- !'. ~" r# :, (, i •

c,;" ;LThese' ,paY,ment factors should be used to apportion a set legislative
-app'ropriati6n to avoid local manipulation of the factors to increase payment.
The total appropriation for payments for natural resource lands might be
base,d on total revenues (including all user fees) generated by all State natural

~"res<?~rce lands during a base year or the preceding year.

~,r~;. The Stat~ Legislature should make direct cash payments for tax-forfeited
',' , ,.. "'lands in' 'relationship to the management of these lands. Payments on a per

acre basis should be made for those properties which are to be dedicated for
perpetual public use. Payments should also be provided where the county is
,UlJ.dertaking, a bonafide effort to dispose of other existing tax-forfeited
proper'ties, but payments should not be made if no effort is made by the
~OU1).tyto sell or dedicate tax-forfeited land. State agencies should be
,requirep to, increase payments where they are withholding tax-forfeited

.'!~rop~rty from sale but are not actively pursuing State acquisition of clear
~..:title. The. county should be assessed a payment penalty when its land records
:do not conform to those agreed to between the State and the county.
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7. The State Legislature should establish a compensation"systerrt for ill non­
natural resource lands except highway lands based on direct caSh payments to
counties and municipalities. School districts are omittedbecaase they
received a surplus in the test case cost/revenue analyses, provide only
secondary services, and are generally residentially oriented, ;~receiving

revenues from service population residences. The basis for calculating
payments should relate directly to activity level. The payment: formula
should be geared toward allocating a set appropriation and'shoulcf'pe based on
institutional population which includes direct employmenf:ant:F,,service
popUlation (inmates, patients, students). Payments should be' adjusted(for the
following: ..' .-'

t.· - ~

a. Primary services factor. Generally the base formula "should jJreflect the
impact on the community in terms of the primary service demands of
the institution itself. . .

b. Significance factor. A community modifier should be established to
increase payments based on significance. This modifiel" would be based
on the percentage of total institutional popUlation 'asJl percentage of
the population of the taxing district. .. .. \

c. Cost of services factor.

The source of revenue for these payments would probably have to be '8. special
appropriation unless user fees were increased for this purpose (e.g., student
tuition).

8. The State Legislature should establish a policy which provIaes 'for short term
payments for all new State aCquisitions of private property, to reduce the
initial impact of removing these lands from local tax rolls~ Thes~ payments
should be for a defined period with higher payments initially decltning and
phasing out over a specified period of time. Such payments should 'be based
on the taxes paid in the year prior to acquisition.' . . . ,

9. The State should continue to pay real estate taxes for residentia.lly used
properties. These pay:r:nents are required under existing legislalion"";:!

10. The Legislature should establish policies for financial partictp'atldrl by the
State in capital improve~ents which benefit State prop~ties. ',~The policy
should embrace the follOWIng elements: .r "

a. A State policy implementing permissive legislation to'p~tic1p~!e in the
financing by special assessment of all capital improvements which
directly benefit State properties. While ~egishlt1on e?C~~ts i~ permit
discretionary special assessments, the payment practice among State
institutions and properties varies widely. Participating fj,nahciB!ly in all
capital improvements, to the extent that those improvemeht~;benefit
State properties, would help gain acceptance of the State's 'role in the
community and offset the direct costs of local service to the State
facili ty.
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'., .

, I

...... --'b~ ", ,-'¥A' State policy to participate financially in special assessments for
capital improvements of areawide, direct benefit. Benefits and costs

;' wou~d be determined on a case by case basis. This relates to special
. -~-~ --~.'" assessments for improvements which benefit a broader area such as a

sewage treatment facility or a storm sewer, but which are directly
; affected by the State facility.

c.

., ~f "

,L d.

A State policy to participate in public capital improvements which are
c ,support~d, by revenues from general levies against local property such as

. :"p'ark"im'provements or school construction. Participation should be
'limited to some fixed rate or ratio.

, .An arbitration/mediation procedure to provide a visible mechanism for
determining benefit as may be defined by the locality or the State.

~.; ,') ~ . \,; -:. r.....y "

-',}1::. -: ~The State Legislature should continue the practice of providing emergency
~":l,,;;,;<,/ai(l in'seryices, training, equipment, and payments when needed. This policy

" ", ,.sn,ouldreinforce the State's public purpose and should be geared toward those
, :. '," .ev.ents :whipQ are major in effect and must be acted upon to protect the public
~,~,~, '3.·J~t~rest. '~major example is forest fire assistance.

12. The State should provide its own services directly where those service
requirements are above and beyond normal local service reguirements. This
practice currently occurs in many instances but should be expanded where
appropriate to minimize local ~mpacts.

Principles of Compensation

13. The State Legislature should make direct, highly visible, pUblicized, and
predictable payments to the affected local taxing jurisdictions. In this
manner, the State's participation as a contributing member to th.e taxing
jurisdiction can be fortified. Special checks, letters of transmittal, and other
related information should be developed to reinforce the State's participation.
A single payment should be made to each impacted taxing district.

14. The State Legislature should consider the development of a statement to
local taxing jurisdictions summarizing, where aid formulae permit, the

. indirect aid received as a result of State tax-exempt properties•..

15.. The State Le islature should authorize a ments from a s ecial fund rather
than rom departmental operating budgets. This policy is recommended to
simplify the payments process, make the payments more visible, and avoid
comJ?etition with other departmental costs and functions.

16.. The State Legislature should establish a hold harmless clause. 'rhis provision
should determine a base year and fix the amount received that year as a
minimum amount that the local government will initially receive if the new
formula produces a lesser amount than currently being received.. The new
payments would be gradually implemented based on the new system and
schedule.. The impact of this shift should not be substantial since current
payments vary widely from year to year and jurisdiction to jurisdiction..
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17. The State Legislature should establish a maximum payment limit per service
budget dollar to avoid windfall proceeds beyond needs. '"

18. The State Legislature should eliminate distinctions based" on method of
_ acguisition. There is no evidence to suggest that the long-term impacts of

public lands are influenced by the initial means of acquisition (for example,
direct purchase versus trust lands). This distinction exists for most long-term
payments under the existing system.

19. The State Legislature should discontinue payments based bn"the practice of
shared revenues. Payments should be based on an aSsured formula basis. This
new system would provide some incentive for the state 'to dispose of
unnecessary land. Likewise, the accounting system, should be revised to
support acquisition/disposition/leasing policies. "'", '

20. The State Legislature should not use property value as a dete.rmil}ation for
payments. Property values and related payments have a .l~J!iite9 .'f;elations'hip
to need; limited data presently exists; appraisal practices> are ,highly ,variable
by jurisdiction and are not readily subject to State 'control' an:Cf'audit; a
tremendous initial cost would be required for the stater to' 'app:raise all
properties; and any payment based on value does not brirfg iiitB'tSa.Hince cost
and revenue considerations.
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